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Unpubl i shed opi ni ons are not bi ndi ng precedent inthis circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPI NI ON
PER CURI AM

John C. Russell filed aclaimwth the Social Security Adm nistra-
tion in March 1991 for Suppl enental Security Incone, alleging dis-
ability commenci ng Septenber 11, 1990, due to neck and back pain
and problenms with his left arm After denial and reconsi derati on,
Rus-

sell requested a hearing before an Adm ni strative Law Judge (ALJ).
The ALJ deci ded that Russell was not disabl ed under the Soci al
Security Act. The Appeals Council denied Russell's request for
review. The ALJ's decision then becane the Conm ssioner's final
decision. Russell filed an action seeking review of the final
deci si on

indistrict court. The district court remanded Russell's claimfor
fur-

t her devel opnent and reviewand utilization of a vocational expert.
An ALJ held a supplemental hearing at which a vocational expert
appeared and testified. The ALJ found that for the benefits period
in

question, Russell had the residual functional capacity to perform
l'i ght

work with certain non-exertional restrictions. The Appeal s Counci
deni ed Russel | ' s subsequent request for review, and the ALJ' s deci -
sion becane the final decision of the Conm ssioner.

Russell filed a conplaint in the district court challenging the
final

deci si on of the Conm ssioner after remand fromthe district court.
The parties each filed notions for sunmmary judgnent. A magistrate
j udge recommended granting the Comm ssioner's notion for sum
mary judgnment and denying Russell's summary judgment notion.

The district court agreed with the recomendati on and entered the
order. This appeal followed.

W review the Conmissioner's final decision to determ ne whet her
it is supported by substanti al evidence and whet her the correct | aw
was applied. See 42 U.S.C. 8 405(g) (1994); Hays v. Sullivan, 907
F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir. 1990). Russell clains that substanti al
evi -

dence does not support the ALJ's finding that Russell coul d perform
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light work with sone restrictions. However, the ALJ gave specific
reasons for his determ nation and we will not disturbit. See Ham
nond v. Heckler, 765 F.2d 424, 426 (4th Cr. 1985). The ALJ nmde
a thorough evaluation of the evidence, and we conclude that the
Com

m ssioner's decision is supported by substantial evidence and was
based on the correct |egal standards. The ALJ properly eval uated
Rus-

sell's conplaints of pain. See Hyatt v. Sullivan , 899 F.2d 329,
337

(4th Cr. 1990). The ALJ also properly applied the treating
physi ci an

rul e when eval uating Russell's nental inpairnents in accordance
with 20 CF. R 8§ 404.1527(d)(2) (1995).

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's judgnment. We di spense
wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons are ade-
guately presented in the materials before the court and argunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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